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I; INTRODUCTION

A. History of ICA Communit.ation Audit

The concept of auditing communication in an organization is not a
new one. Odiorne (1954) aqs Eirst in the literature to use the
phrase "communication audit". Since then, Guetzkow. (1965), Porter
and Roberts (1972), Price (1972), Redding (1972), Roberts and O'Reilly
(1974) and Goldhaber (1974) have reviewed the literature and described
the instruments, techniques, tools and methods used to assess or audit
communication effectiveness in organizations. These summaries and
reviews of the original studies reveal that most suffer from method-
0103ical weaknesses which limit their utility today: uSe of .small
samples, unreplicated measurements, limited predictive validity,
lack of comparative analyses (Goldhaber and lrivonos, 1977).

ttcognizing the problems associated with previous approadhes to
the measurement of organizational communication, Division IV (the
Organizational Communication Division) of the International Communica-
tion Association (ICA) decided in 1971 to begin the development of its
own measurement system, called the ICA Communication'Audit. After
three years of .le.,,lopment and twu of pilot-testing, the ICA Communica-,
tion Audit .has been successfully implemented in 17 'organizations in the
United States and Canada, with over 8,000 people being audited. Table I
describes the objectives, resources and results of.the 6-year history of
the ,ICA Communication Audit. Complete infotmation about the history and
development of the audit appears elsewhere (Goldhaber, 1976; Yates,
et, al., 1976; Goldhaber and Krivonos, 1977). The only comparable
efforts at measuring organizational communication are the work of the
University of Michigan's Institute of Social Research (Taylor and
Bowers, 1972) and of Osmo Wiio at the Helsinki Research Institute for
Business Economics (Goldhaber, et. al., in press..and Wiio, 1974,
1976). The former, although .reporting norms derived from over 20,000
persons in 15 organizations, only uses three of 92 (1970 version)
survey items Co measure communication. The latter, reporting norms
derived from over 5,000 persons in 22 organizations, is limited to the
use of a single questionnaire for its data collection. While similar.
in overall goals (to establish a normed data bank to facilitate
comparative analYses and theory-building) to the work of Wiio and
ISR, the'ICA COMmunication. Audit's products' are more extensive:

I. An organizational profile of perceptions of communication
events, practices, and relationships; this profile can be further
analyzed according.to such demographics as: age, sex, education,
supervisory status, division and/or department, job tenure.

2. A map of the operational communication networks for rumors,
social, innovative and job-related messages, listing all group
members, liaisons and isolates, identifying potential bottlenecks
and gatekeepers.

3. Verbal summaries of successful and unsuccessful communication
experiences.used to explain some of the'reasons for communication
problems or strengths identified in the above profiles and networks.

4. An organizational.and individual profile of actual communica-
tion behaviors summarizing major'message sources, receivers, topics,.
channels, lengths, and qualities, thus allowing comparisons between
actual and perceived communication behaviors.

5. A set of general recommendations, derived from the 'results
of the audit, indicating which attitudes, behaviors, practices, and
stalls should be continued, added, changed, or eliminated.



6. Several personnel. from the organization familiar with the
ICA Audit instruments and procedures, helping the, organization to
take the major Initiative' tn conducting future audits themselves.

7. Permanent future adcess (on a confidential basis) to tho
ICA Audit data bank, allowing die organization to compare Chiy
results of present and future audits with those of similar organi-
zatious.

B. Audit Instrements and Procedure

The ICA Communication Audit uses five measurement tools, each
of which can be administered independently or.iti any comsination.

I. Questionnaire Survey- 1 l8 items and 10 demographics plu
up to 18 questions of any type determined by the organization'. .

The reliability.of tlus scales on the 118 item set ranges from n
law of .70.to a high of .90. The yalidity of these scales is
based upon their self-evident relationship to organizational
communication and their ability to predict organizational out-
comes. Respondents answer the survey anonymously in 'group
sessiOns lasting about 45 minutes. The survey allows respondents
to indicate their perception of the current status of their communi-
cation system as well as their desired or ideal status. This helps
the identification of communication needs in-the organization.
(Although complete Information about the survey and its develop7
ment appears elsewhere--Yates, et. al., 1976.and Goldhaber, 1976--
the next section of this paper summarizes in move detail its content,
,reliability and validity.)

2. Interviews- Randomly and/or purposively selected members of
the organization are asked to partieipate in one-on-one interviews,
the principal purpose of which is to corroborate and/or expand upon'.
concerns reported in other audit tools. Two interview schedules nre
used: one that is structured io provide exploratory information, usin
open-ended queitions; and a fol1ow7up guide Which is specifically
tailored to eadi organization to explain.findings revealed through th(
use of other audit tools. Most interviews last 1-g. hours, and all
are conducted 'confidentially (sometimes using two interviewers and./Or
tape recorderl tO facilitate data analysis).

1

. 3. Network Analysis- Respondents .indicate the extent to which
they typicallY communicate with each individual in their .unit or
department (o with key individuals outside their unit). A computer
examination o- all communication Jinks identifies' die operational
communication network (for rumors, social and job-related messagcs).
and places in ividuals into communication roles of isolate, liaison,
or group member (See Richards, 1.975 and Lesniak, et. al., .1-977).
The instrumeot is.completed in group sessions lasting about 39
minutes.

4. Communication Experiences- Respondent:, describe critical
communication episodes which they feel are representative of typical
successful or unsuccessful incidents. From thesedescriptions.a
set of examples are developed to help illustrate why a given unit
or department is experiencing good or bad 'commufitcation: These
qualitative data add much richness to, and provide explanation for,
information from other audit tools. Respondents complete this in-
strument n group or individual sessions lasting about one hour.
All data are computer analyzed confidentially (Porter, 1.976).

Lk
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5. Cominiication Diary- Similar to the work of Conrath (1974),
Elton, et. al. (1970), Pye (1976, l9771, and Thorngrea. (L970), each
participant is asked to maintain a diary of specified communication
activities (conversations, phone calls, meetings, written materials
sent-or received) over a one-week period, Formire provided to
simplify the,recording of these communication events. Cimnilative

timO required per person for the entire week is approximately 1.
hours, including a short training period. These data are' confi-
dentially analYzed by computer and.provide indications of actual
communication behavior among individuals, groups and the entire
organization (Porter, 1976. )

; In order to complete the Communication Audit within a reasonable
time:frame 61sua1 ly about 6 months), the following Lin4,table
suggested:

ACTIVITY

is

D.URATION

1, Finalize contract; prepare tools 1 %eeks
2. Conduct-exploratory interviews 1 week
3. Transcribe interviews and prepare for analysis I week
4. Analyze exploratory interviews weeks
5. Administer survey, communication experiences and

network analysis questionnaires woek
6. Analyze survey; communication experiences and netWork

analysis data 6 weeks

7. Preliminary interpretation of data, fonmulation of
follow-up interviev guide, communication diary log 3 week

8. Conduct follow-up interviews, administer communica-
tion diary. 2 weeks-

9. Transcribe interviews and prepare for analysis;
prepare diary data 1 wock

10. Analyze' follow-up interviews, communication diary' 1 4eeks

11. Interpret data, draw conclusions, prepare
recommendations, write final report !, weeks

12. Present final report (orally,and in writing), discuss
future steps / days

TOTAL ELAPSED TINE 15 3 weeks

C. Development o. Survey Questionnaire

Based iipon the work of 'Redding (1972), Roberts and O'Reilly (1974)
and Dennis (1975), membes of the ICA Communication Audit team
identified conceptual areas of importance to the measurement of
organizational colmnunication. These conceptual 'areas and the
'theoretical framework from which they are derive are explained
'elsewhere (See Coldhaber, 1976, Appendix 1, and'Ya.tes, et. al., L976,
pp. 15-L7, esp. Table 1). In short, the survey was intended to
measure both attitudes ("how do you Eeel?") and perceptions about
("to what extent do you...7") communication sources, messages,
channels and receivers within the context of major interfaces
(individual to individual, individual to unit, individual te
organization, iniit'to unit and organization to environment)..
Major topics to be surveyed included concepts about information
accessibility, information adequacy, ccmimunication satisfaction and
importance, communication content (clarity, accuracy, utility,
appropriateness, timeliness), communication relaeionships, and
communication outcomes., .

Between May.and September, L974, three drafts of an extensive
survey were completed, based upon the above framework and revised
according to comments provided by audit team members and/or their
reviews ofexisting Literature. Draft'3, consisting of 184 items
and 9 demographics, was pilot-tested in 6 organizations (n.-1,776)
between October, 1974-November, 1975. Yates, et. al.,' 1976 provides
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complete statistical information about the results of these pilot--
tests and how the survey was revised in accoedance with these
results (See'Yates, esp. pp. 37-53). Primary criteria used in
revising the Instrument were; reliabiLity (comparison of items
with each other and with the entire instrument); inter-Item
correlation (number of other items within a section of ,the survey .
which correlated with it, measuring its internal consistency;
nredictive validity (116w well did the item correlate, across audit.,
with key organizational outcomes); face validity (clarity, appropriate-
ness, 'relevance of item, as determined by content experts; importance
of item, as determined by organizational meMbers); factor analYsis
data (did an item closten with other items, appearing to measure a
single factorsee Yates, et. al., 1976, Tables 2-6 for complete
factor analysis data). All criteria were used collectiveiy to malu.
decisions for each item; factor analysis data were only useful for

the "relationships" section of the survey, where 3 clear actors
were identified, accounting for about !;, oE the variance.

As a result of the above pilot-testing program, Drait.4.of the
survey, containing 116 items and 10 demographics, was completed.
Draft 4 was tested in 4 organizations (1=178) between Jannark-
April, 1976, and resulted i.n only minor changes. Between May, 1976:
and May, 1977, the current version of the survey, Draft 5, was used
in 6-organizations (n=1,977). Table 2 presents the different' topics
measured in the survey and Table 3 illustrates the scales used to
assess these topics.

Draft.5 of the survey, containing .118 items and 10 demographics
has an overall reliability of .838. Complete inforMation,on the
reliahifity and validity of the survey appears in Table 4.

As can b'e seen in 'Table 4, validity indices correlating organi-
zational outcomes with "current status" of communication environment
are more predictive than those correlated with "ideal status".
Further research will determine whether this measurement paradtgi
(i:e., "how much information do you receive now?" versus "how much
information de you want to receive?") is'valTTfor the ICA Communica-
tion Audit.

D. 'Outline of Paper

The remainder of this paper is divided into four parts. Part II

wil1 describe the 16 audits and the overall demographics of the
current survey data bank. Part III will present the current norms
for the survey and major conclusions about organizat'ional cammillica-
tion derived from these norms. Part TV will analyze these norms by
both organizational type and major demographics, providing evidence
to test contingency theories about organizational 'communication.

TI. DESCRIPTION OF AUDITS AND DEMOGRAPHTCS

A. Audits Completed

Sixteen audits have used the survey instrument; Table '5 presents
asummary oE the.populations, samples and completed returns fran
these audits. Table 6 groups the organizations ccording to a
general typology (see Hall, 1972). AS can be seen from these
tables, the survey has been administered in organizations with a
total population of 15, 163. About 407 of this population was
sampled (n=6,402), with a return rate exceeding 607 (1,9311.*

*As indicated in'Table 5, survey data from 3 audits (U.S. Senator's
Office,.Public Defender Office, .Albuquerque Hospital, with' total
N=123, was not in the data bank Eor the norms reported in this .paper;
thus, all analyses rePorted here are based on nn N=3808 for 13'
organizations.



Furehemsore, almost: 3/4 of the survey (lata bank was collected in
hospital. or educational institutions; kully 177, was collected in
the traditional Private. (or "profit") sector of the economy.
Since data collection, for the most pare, occurred during the
t:conomic recession of. 1974-5, this may explain why private sector
organizations were more reluctant to be audited than those in the
pul)lic sector.,

11. Demographics

Table 7 summarizes the demographic information collected from
the 3,808 persons currently stored in the survey data bank. As

can be seen in Table 7; about'60% of those responding are saliiried,
female non-supervisors who are under 40 years of age. Almost all
ef the sample wor4s during the day and most indicate' they regularly
communicate with more than 5 people. The sample was about equally
divided regarding the amount of communication training received,
,with about receiving little or' no training and about receiving
30me or extensive training. Although slightly more than 407 of
the,sample have worked witM their present organization for more .

than 6 years. less than 30% have held the dame job.for that period
of time, indicating higher job than organizational turnover for this
sample; further evidence of the relatively high turnoi.rer of this
sample is that 567 have worked with their present organization and
727. in their present job for less than 5 years. The sample iA
relatively well educated with 567 completing at least one college
degree; this may be somewhat misleading since almost 40% of the
respondents did not' answer this item and there was no opportunity
to indicate that a respondent.did not yet complete high school.
Of the items which were used in all audits (i.e., some demographics.
were not relevant°in some audited organizations), only are had a
loW response rate; 487, of the sample did not indicate their age,.

'III. NORMS FOR ICA SURVEY INSTRUMENT

The daEa from the 3,808 persons (13 organizations) currently in
the survey data bank were submitted to analysis by Porter's GAAS
(1976) computer program which rank orders survey items according to
the number (percentage) of people responding to a given combination
of scales. The ICA's sUrvey norms, thus include both reports of
mean's (on a 1-5 item scale) and percentages of people selecting
certain responses; additionally, where "current status" and "ideal
quality" Conditions were measured, a "heed" index was.computed
which increases roughly as a function of the discrepancy between
"current" and "ideal" conditions. Need indices may al.so be used
as "normative" data for purposes of comparative analyses.

A final note is necessary before presenting the norms. As
Wiio (1976) has correctly pointed out, "large samples tend to givv
sometimes rectangular or bimodal distributions." As a result, he
recommends against using just the means and standard deviations for
comparing survey items, and suggests using contingency analysis and
Chi-Square techniques. Preliminary analysis of the ICA's survey
data for each .item indicated that only 4 of the 116 items approached
a bimodal or rectangular distribution; the rest indicated either an
approximate normaf or a skewed (left or right) distrlbution. Thus,
.our analysis proceeded by using the means to compute the relevant
need indices; furthermore, since we report raw frenuencies and per-
centages in computing our tables which rank survey items, we offer
users an alternative method of analysis.
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A. Receivinv Information From Others

Table 8 presents the amount of information both currently and
ideally received from others in the organization, and Tib I q rank

orders the various Information topics according to their need for
additional information. Most employees don't receive a great
amount of iniormatiow. They receive the most information about
personal matters directly related to their jobs (e.g.t job re-
quirements, pay and benefits) and the least about organizational
concernS (c.g:, decision-making affecting their jobs, miStakes and
failures, management problems). in general, employees want more
information about most. topics, partthularly those of direct concern
ro them and their jobs, although the greatest need for more in-
formation was on how organizational dei:isions are made that affect
their jobs.(a majority of employees receive little information now
on this topic).

B. Sending_ Infongation To Others

Table 10 presents the amount of information employees currently,
ideally nnd need to send to others in their organization. Most
employees do not have the opportunity to send much Information to
others. What they do send typically relates to requests for more
information needed to do their jobs or reports of their job progress.

'They rarely have the opportunity to complain about their job or
evaluate their superiors although a majority would certainly welcome this;
in fact, this represents the greatest need for improvement in the
opportunity to send information.

C. Sources of Information

Table 11 presents the amount of information both currently and
ideally received from various sources within the organization and.
Table 12 rank orders these sources according to their need for
additional information. Employees receive the most information
from those sources closest to them (e.g., co-workers, their boss)
and the least information from those who are most distant (e.g.,
top management, boss boss, formal management presentations); even
the "grapevine" was a source,of more information than the latter.
Although most employees want more information Irom all sOurces
(excluding the grapevine), they want the most from their immediate.
supervisor. Despite the large amount of information (probably
related directly to their jobs) currently received from bosses,
this source represents the greatest need for more information.
Additional needs focus on such distant sources as top management
and department meetings, probably for.more information related to
organization-wide concerns, decision-making, etc. In short. re-
spondents want to hear more from their boss and on up the hierarchy.

D. Follow-Bp Action

Table 13 presents the amount of action or follaw-up that in
_taken on information sent to others in the organization. As with
Information sdUrces, the farther up the hierarchy, the worse the
follow-up. The most.follaw-up comes from those most proximate to
employees (subordinates and co-workers), and the least from top
management. Although most employees indicated they perceived
"some" follaw-up from subordinates, co-workers and their boss,
they only perceived "little":follow-up from top-management.'
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E. guality of Infonmation From Key Sources

Tables 14-13 present the extent information frotu supervisors,
subordinates, co-workers, top management and tile grapevine is
timely, accurate, useful or excessive. In general, information
from top management is of Lower quality than that from other
sourctis (excluding the grapevine). Most accurate and useful in-
formation tends to come from supervisors, subordinates and co-
workers rather'than from top management. The lowest quality in-
formation from any of the sources seems to be due to problems of
timeliness (getting information too early or too late), and this
is particularly true for top management from whom only 1/3 of
the respondents were receiving timely information. Few employees
thought they received excessive information from any source, in-
cluding the grapevine, which is consistent with earlier findings
indicating a need for more information on most topics and.more
fcillow-up from most sources.

F. Channels of Communication

Table. 19 presents the amount of information employees currently,
ideally and need to receive from various channels of communication.
Employees tend to receive the most information from telephone and
written channels, as opposed to face-Co-face channels. Although
information received through the former, more impersonal channels,
is about adequate for most employees present needs, more face-to-
face commuftication is currently needed (primarily in meetings with
top management and immediate supervisors, as indicated in C. above).

0: Organizational Connunication Relationships

Tables 20 and 21 describe the extent to which communication re-
lationships are effective and Likely to enhance the ciimate and

.

overall effectiVeness of organizations. In general, the bmnediate
communication climate is excellent. Most employees like working in
their organization,.trust their boss, co-workers and subordinates;
they think their boss is warm and friendly, understands their jot.
needs, is open, hbnest and a good listener. Although they believe .

-they can tell their boss when things go wrong, they do not believe
this.is so fen- the organization at large. They do not believe the
organization encourages differences of opinion, allows them to
have a say in decisions affecting their job or rewards or praises
them for outstanding performance; further, they believe they do not
have much influence on operations within their department. In short,
the immediate working clbnate &asters healthy interpersonal relations,
whereas .the organization at large tends to lack incentives, recognition,
input on decision-Making and opportunity for influenCe and sufficient
advancement.

11. Saisfaction With Organizanional Outcomes

Table 22 presents the extent to which employees are satisfied with
various organizational outcomes. Again, most seem very satisfied with
Cteir immediate relatIOnshlps and their job. hey are least satisfied
with their 'chances to get ahead, their opportunity to make a.difference
and their organization's overall communication efforts. Although satis-
faction with pay has a bimodal distribution (several are satisfied and
others are equally dissatisfied), most employees seem to feel they have
gone as far as they can go in their organization. As noted in other
findings, insufficient fee'dback, reward systems, performance .apprainul
And follow-up may be contributing to this focus of dissatisfaction.
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I. Overall !tirvey Conclusions
L.

Table 23 presents each of the 116 survey items with their moans
standard deviations and response distributions. Overall Cindings
frnm the ICA's survey instrument include:

1. Most employees neither receive nor have the opportunity to
send a great amount of information in their organizatiofis. Their
.primary needs include both more information about personal job-
related matters and organizational decision-making along with a
greater Opportunity to voice complaints and evaluate superiors.

2. In general, the farther up the organizational hierarchy, the
less the follow-up, particularly related to information sent to top
management.

3. The best sources of information are those closest.to employed
(i.e., co-workers, immediate supervisors), and the worst are those
farthest away (top management, boss' begs, formal management presen-
tations). Although employees currently receiVe the most information
from their boss, they want even more, particularly related to the
conduct of their daily jobs. The greatest needs appear to be for
more job-related information from immediate supervisors and more
organization-related information from top management.

4. In general, information from top management is of lower quality
(less timely., accurate, useful).than that from other key sources. Al-
though primarily a problem of top management, receiving untimely
messages (too early or too late) has reduCed the quality of informa-
tion from all key sources.

5. Employees tend to get more information than they want and of
lower wuality from their organization's "grapevine".

6. Information received through impersonal channels (telephone or
written) appears adequate, but there is a need for more information
through face-to-tace channels.

7. The immediate comniunication climate is excellent and healthier
than that of the organization at. large. Employees like working 'in
their organizations and'enjoy healthy interpersonal relationships with
those closest to them. At the same time, however, the organization as
a whnle limits complete openness, lacks sufficient incentives and re-
wards, and minimizes input, influence and advancement opportunities
for its employees.

8. Although satisfied with their current progress., most employees
ace not too optimdstic about their future within their organization.
While highly satisfied with their job.and close relationships, they
arc nnt satisfied with their chances.to advance further or make a
difference in their organization. This dissatisfaction may be due
more to'communication-related problems (e.g., lack of feedback, re-
ward and appraisal systems, involvement in decision-making) than to
ptly or more concrete incentives.

9. In short, while job satisfaction, interpersonal relationships
and work progress seem satisfactory, particularly among those in close
interaction, communication problems related to insufficient input, in-
fluence, appraisal and feedback exist with more distant sources of in-
formation.
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IV.'ANALYSTS OF NORMS BY ORGANIZATION TYPE AND DEMOGIOPHICS

A. Contingency Analysis

Lawrence and korsch 090) have shcnni that there is no one best
kind of organization to deal with complex and changing environmental
conditions. Luthans and Stewact (1977) more recently have introduced
a general contingency theory or management which presents literally
hundreds of potential variables influencing organizational perfor'-
mance. Wil.o (1976) has applied contingency theory to the analysis of
data collected with his LTT Audit procedure and, although finding no
general relationships between demographic and camnunication variables,
did find significant relationships-in different types of organizations
and in different demographic zontingencies. Unfortunately, except for
Wiio,.no communication researcher has applied contemporary contingency
theory to the study of organizational. comMunication (Goldhaher, 1977).

Since dne of the ICA's long-range goals fol. the Audit is the
bullding, testing and validating of organizational communication..
theories, it seems to be in a good position to address the major IT-
search question: Under what contingencies do organizations, communidate
hest when confronting their environment? Specifically, do different
types of organizations have different communication needs? Do organi-
zational internal contingencies (demographics such as age4 sex, edu-
cation, seniority, management level, amount of communication training)
affect ccmmnmication needs? Are different demographics more salient
as predictors of communication need Ln different types of organize-
i tons? Do different combinations of demographics and organization
types produce different qualities of communication relationships and
communication satisfaction? In this paper, we analyze-the ICA survey
data bank by selected demographics and organization types as we begin
to find answers to some of the questions of interest in testing con-
tingency approaches to organizational communication.

B. Organization' Type

Figures 1-4 present comparison among the J3 different organizations
currently stored in the data bank. (As indicate.dcabove, data from 3
audits was collected but ig not currently stored in the data bank.)
Results of the ANOVA's indicate that:

I. Government organizations havd'a greater need to receive in-
formation than other types of organizations; educational organizations'
oeed to receive.information is slightly above the average for all
organizations, and both health care and private organizations are
below the average.

2. Government organizations have a greater need to send informa-
tion than other types oE organizations; health care organizations'
need to send information is slightly above the average for all
organizations, and both educational and private sector organizations
arc slightly below the average.

3. Government organizations.have a greater needoto receive in-
formation from a Variety of camnunication sources than do other types
of organizations; health care, educational and private sector organi-
zations, all slightly below the average, do not differ greatly from
each other in their need for information from different sources.

4. Workers in government organizations tend to be less satisfied
with organizational outcomes than those in other organizations.; satis-
faction is highest among workers in private seetor organizations;
little difference exists in worker sat,isfaction between those in
health care and educational organizations. These results tend to
support the predictive validity of the ICA.survey instrument, namely
that employees who arc most dissatisfied with their organizational
outcomes will have the greatest need for communication improvements.

ii
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5. ,Although, the above findings tend to support'the contingency
theory proposition that differential communication effects occur
among different types of organizations, n word or caution in in

order. mill, our total sample includes 13 organizations, the sample
within any one organizational category is small (health care.;2,
governmental-3, educational-5, priVate-3). Purther, the a:Tarently
negative results about governmental nrganizations, while possibly
representative of the greater population of government organizations,
was collected in great part from a para-military police agency. Traits

inherent to that organization's goals, structurc, decision-making
mechanisms, etc. may have negatively influenced these results. Never-
theless, further audits In government organizations will provide further
insights into these possibilities.

C. Demographics

In order to facilitate-a tent Of contingency thtory of organizational
communication, the scales of the,survey were summed across items. Using

the demographic variables as fixed factors ill a multiple-factored ANOVA
for unequal cell sixes (SPSS, Version 6.0), the various combinations of
contingencies were tested as to their predictive utility regarding com-
munication variables. With the exception of the "communication relation-
ships!' scale on the survey, all scales were unidimensional (based upon
preliminary factor analysis work published in Yates, et.. al., 1976) and,
accordingly, the items Were gummed to provide an interval,- continuous
value fur each scale. Missing values for a given item were substituted
by the mean value for that item:

Each of the,ten demographics and several combinations of demographics
and organization types, for a total of 442 tests, were submitted to the
preliminary analysis. \An alpha level of .01 was used for all tests,
given the preliminary nature of this contingency analysis. Such a
rigid alpha level would normally increase the probability of a Type-2
error. However, since we conducted 442 tests, we used a more rigid alpha
level in 'order to reduce, Type-I error.

uur data are presented for each of the'major demographics; where
second or third-order interactions may influence the main effects, sticii

is noted. However, such interactions may be more apparent than real
considering the very large N (3808) in the sample.

I. Job Classification was not a very strong correlate of organi-.
zational communication behavior. No clear pattern of relationship
evolved between this demographic nd measures of communication.
However, salaried employees tended to want and need more information
than hourlies, but the latter tended to enjoy better relations and be
more satisfied with organizational outcomes.

2. Sex was somewhat associated with communication behavior.
Wmen tended to send and receive (and want to send and receive) more
information than men. Men have a greater need for information; they
also tend Co have more effective relationships than women. These
findings should be considered in the light of the 2-way interactions
tound between sw; and supervisory status, sex and age, sex and type
of organization, and the three-way interactions among age, sex and
type of organization and education, sex and type of organization.

3. Work shift was not strongly related to communication behavior.
Workers in later shifts tended to want less information, have worse
relationships and be less satisfied than those from earlier shifts
(perhaps due to the former's relative isolation).



4. Organization Tenure was strongly related to communication
behavior. Employees who worked longer with their organiiations
'tended to receive and send more'information than they needed,
enjoyed better relationships and were more satisfied with organi-
zational outcomes. For employees working 5 years or less with
their present otganization, the reverse was' true. This demographic
interacted significantly with type of organization, indicating its
relatively selective nature.

5. Job Tenure vas also strongly related to.communication be-
haviOr; again indicating that those' workers with the longest
tenure in theirlobs needed lessland received more information
while enjoying high morale and gbod relationships... These findings
are somewhat influenced by significant two-way interactions befween
job-tenure and both education and upervisory status.

6. Superviaory Status was moderately associated with communica-
tion behavior. Supervisory/personnel tended to receive (and Want
to receive) more information than non-superiiisors; furthermore, the'
former were more satisfied with organizational outcomes and enjoyed
healthier' interpersonal relationships. Supervisory.status interacted
significantly with sex, job, tenure and type of organization.

7. Education was moderately associated with communication be-
havior, but for 5onte variables the relationship was curcilinedr
rather than linear. Those who were the least and most educated
wanted and needed the most information. As education increases, the
need to seiid information decreases, better relationships'Are enjoyed

.and satisfaction with organizational outcomes increases. Educatibn
strongly interacted with type of organization and significantly 'inter-
acted (3-way interaction) With both sex and organization type.

-

8. eg!I was one of the strongest correlates of communication be-
havior. Younger employees (under 40) tended to teceive less and
want more information than their older counterparts. Employees
under 30 needed'to both send and receive more information than those;
over 30, but only from,and/or to selective sources. Although em-.
ployecs under 30 'enjoyed better relationships, they were less satis-
fied with organizational outcomes than Older employees. Age inter-
acted very strongly with type of organization and somewhat with,-both
sex and supervlsory status. , A significant three-way interaction was
reported among age, sex and organization type.

9. CommunicatiOn Training,was mmderately associated with com-'
munkcation behavior. In general, the more training, .theimore in-
formation received and wanted, the more effective the relationships
and the more satisfying the organinational.outcomes.- As training
increased the need to send information decreased.

10. -Number of People Communicate With was also moderately...re-
lated to communication4behaVior. Those who talked to the greatest
number of people tend'e to receive, and want more information,
enjoy better relationships and be more satisfied with organizational
outcomes. This variable. significantly interacted with type of
organization.

.,s

j
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Summarizing our basic'findings about demographic variables:

1. Similar to Wiio (1976), we did not find any general relation-
ships between demographic variables and communication variables; while
we were able to identify several demographics which eitfier strongly
or moderately related to communication behavior, second or third-
order interactions may have influenced these findings...

2. Age, organization and job tenure were the strongest demo-
graphic correlates of communication behavior; Organization type
interacted with several demographics of communication behavior.

3. The above findings, although preliminary in nature, provide
strong evidence for the acceptance of a contingency approach to the
study or organizational communication.

V. CONCLUSION

The ICA Communication Audit, now entering its 7th year, has .

finally begun to realize its intended potential, namely to begin to
formulate conclusions about organiiational communication behavior,
perceptions and attitudes across different types of organizations.
With the publication of this paper and its current norms, the drepm
rif.comparetice analyses among organizational,,communication researchers
and practitioners is now becoming a reality. Naturally, at this stage
of our development, our findings, although based upon the largest
sample yet collected in the United States, are still highly tentative.
Furthermore, our analysis of organization types and demographics in-
dicates that broad generalizations at:out "how organizations communi-
cate" may be misleading.without considering the contingencies oper-
ating for particular organizations.

As we move toward continued theory-building in organizational
communication, we invite interested researchers to both help us
build and use our data bank.

4
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Table 1: Development of ICA CoMmunication Audit

Phase I (1971-1974)

Development of Audit '

Procedures/Instruments

Ob'ectives 1. Develop conceptual frame-

work

2. Identify, Survey and

evaluate audit literature

3. Develop audit procedure

4. Develop (or identify) audit

instruments consistent with

conceptual framework and

audit procedure

Phase II (1974-1976)

Pilot-testing of Andit

Procedure/Instruments

1. Conduct pilot-tests of audit

procedure and,instruments in

'a variety of organizations

Develop computer programs to

analyze the data

3. Revise audit instruments/

procedure based upon data

from pilot-tests

4. Develop:plan to disseminate

audit results/plans to

appropriate outlets .

Phase III (1976-present)

Implementation of Audit

Procedure and Data Bank

1. Implement audit procedure

in variety of organizations

2. Develop norms allowing

inter-organizational com-

parisons

3. Use audit data to build

and test organizational

communication theories

4. Disseminate results of

audits

5. Trait researchers/practi-

tioners to become ICA com-

munication auditors

31/2 'yearsi)f work from 163

researchers from 6 countries

2. 4 convention workshops

.3. 3 convention meetings

4. 5 mail surveys

5. 4 literature searches

(manual and computer)

Outputs 1, conceptual framework

2. annotated bibliography on

comiunication audits ,

3. general procedUre for con-

ducting audits

4, drafts of five,audit in-

struments

5. general procedure for

credentialing auditors

2 years of work from 100 re-

searchers from.4 countries

2, 10 pilot-tests involving more

than 2,000 employees

3. 6 convention workshops

4. 7 professional meetings

5. grants

6.. 3 Management meetings

7. 1 conference call

1, 2 additional drafts of audit

. process/instruments

2. management plan outlining

steps in conducting audits

3. synthesis of audit process

4. summary reports-of 10 audits

1. 11/2 years of work from 150

researchers:from 7 countries.,

2. 6 audits.involving more than

3,000 employees

3, 7 audit workshops attended

by Over 200 persOns,

4, 2 management meetings

1, 2 drafts of audit tools

2, operations manual

3. data bank operational (over

4,000 for survey)

4. UM Operational (to

telp network analysis part

5, original computer programs to of audit)

analyze audit data 5. brochure printed, newsletter

6, plan for giving audit feedback distributed 5 papers,,3

7, plan for managing audit project, articles written, all to

conducting audit workshops and . help disseminate audit

disseminating audit results information

6. 25 credentialed luditors



Table 2: Survey Topics

Topic

1. Amount of information received/desired frOm
others on selected topics

2. Amount of information sent/desired to be sent
to others on selected topics

Number Items-

26

10

3. Amount of information received/desired from.
selected sources 18

Amount of follow-up or action taken on
iniormation sent to others 4

5., Quality of information receive& krom .key sources 20

6. Amount of information zeceived/desired from
Seected channel6 6

7. Quality. of communication relationships 21

8. Satisfaction with major organizational outcomes 11

9. Perceived organizational effectiveness 2

10. Demographic information 10

TOTAL 128



I. Amount Scale

Topic Area

Progress in your job

Pay and benefits

Table T: Scales Used in the Questionnaire.Survey

This.is the amount

of information ,

I receive now

1. 1 2 3 4 5

3, 1 2 3 4 5

This is the amount

, of information'

I want to receive

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

II. Extent Scale

Relationship:.

85. Extent to which

you trust your

boss,.

86., Extent to which

you have a say

in,decisions

that affect you 1

(your job)

3 4 5

III. Satisfaction Scale

Outcome: ,

1, Your

pay 1 2, 3 5

-2., Your

job 1 2 3 4 5



Table 4: Reliability/Validituf Surveli Instrumentl,

SCALE
Reliability2 Avg. Correlation Discrimination Validity Index

with total score Ability3

Receiving Informat
1
on

5

.882 .643 1007, .69

Receiving Information
6

.852 .600 , 100%' .07

Sending Information
5

.825 .767 1007 .56

Sending Information
6

.787 .734 100% .10

Information Sources
5

.699 .541 787 .63,

Information Sources
6

.756 .580 89% .06

Relationships7 .901 n/a n/a, ,70

Organizational Outcomes .876 .669 1007 n/a

Overall , .838 n/a n/a n/a

1

As of March 15, 1977, N=2301

2

Nunnally, Equation 6.18 p. 193 as generated by program PIAS.

3

Discrtmination percentages are the number'of items which significantly (a1pha.7.05) discriminate

between high and low scorers (top 17% versus bottom 17% and do so with at least a difference of

one standard deviation;

4
Corre1ation coefficient between particular scale and "organizatiOnal outcomes" scale. All co-

efficients are "statistically significant".

5

Current ratings ("amount of information received now").

6

Ideal ratings ("amount of information wanted to receive")

7

The relationships,"scale" is multiple-dimensioned, therefore,. statistics based upon total scores

are misleading and left out; the validity index reported is a multiple r.



Table 5: Summary of Audits

Organization Population SurVey Sample Survey Return

l Arizona Utility 4,000
,
400 350.

2. ,Canadian Hospital 1,700 1,700 977

3. FloridaSchool System 2,700 588 267

*4. U.S.Senator's Office 40 40 33

. Pennsylvania Manufacturin
Cempany 1,000 124 124

*6. Public Defender's Office 25 25 25

7. University Personnel Office 33 33 30

8. -University Pdblic Relations
Divi6ion -I. 68 68 52

9. U. S. Federa.). Agency 100 100 76

10. University Academic Department so 50. 20,

11. Wisconsin Volunteer Agency 200 200 66

12. New York Bank 1,800 315 191 -

13. Coloradojiospital 735 735 480

14. Federal Police Agency. 500 500 214

*15,. Albuquerque Hospital 800 112 615

'16. Kansas University 1,412. 1,412 961

TOTALS 15 163 6 4b2 3 931

*not in data bank

Table 6: Type of Organizations Audited

: Organization Type Number Audited Combined Returns % of Bank

Health Care Organizations 3 1,522 397..

Educational Organizations. 5 1,330 347.

Private Enterprise 3 665 .

. -

177.

Governmental Organizations 5 '414 107.

TOTALS. 16** 3 931 1007.

**3 organizations not currently'in data bank



Table 71, Demographic Profile of Persons kldited

Demographic

-1. Clgssification

Salaried

Hourly

Other

# ResTondents

744

483

5

% of Total

2. Sex

Male

Female

3: Shift

, Day Shift

Second Shift,

Third Shift

Other .bart-time,.etc,)

4, Organization TenUre

.:Less'than.1 year

1 to 5 years
.

6. to 10 years,

ll'to 15 years

'More'than 15 years

31131

1219 39%

1912 61g

2555

2208 86%

178 7%

147 6%'

22

3354

584

1314'

'697

328

431

to

5, Job Tenure 348,

Less than lyeir

1 to 5 years

6 to 10 years

11 to 15 years
.

N,Qn I1141.1_15:Years
6. npelmsory 7titus

E2

5

30 0
.0

Supervisor 1240

Nori-superviso,r .1800

7 Education 2361

24%

400

17%

g

41%

59%

Completed high school 381' 16%

Ste college or technical school 646 27%

Completed college or tech, school 541 23%

Some graduaie school.
. 430H 18%

Comp]Atedgraduate school -- 363 15%

le_120.21L

8. LE!

Under 20

21 to 30

31 to 40

41 to 50

over 50

LEL % of Tot-

1996

91 5%

. 622 31%

497 25%

, 400 20%

386 19%

Communication

Training
: 1749

None

Little

Some

Extensive

10. # of People

COmmunicate

With

None

. 1-2

few (under 6) 296. 17%

ply (more than 5) 1347 78%'

32%

613 35%

29 110

1732

11 ..5%

78

0'1
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ICA COMMUNICATION AuOIT FolIRL DATA BANK OF.CAMUNICATIUN AUDIT SURVEYS U, THOMAS PORTER, ANALYST MAY 1917

Table U. SUUI,CES OF INFORMATION

TT,IC RANK ORDERFO POSITlyELY WITH sESPECT TO CURRENT QUALITY.

.444$$$444414,,t4$4444$44**$$*$ sitior,t*ssosOssoktio#4144*********WW4****
ti4o014051i******41000100114411044.40040******414111*******

. SAMPLE NiRM

RANK PERCENT MEAN MEAN PERS)q UESTNN FkUM THF IC4 COMniNICATION AUDIT SURVEY



T

ICA coMUNICACIUN AulIT HURL DAA BANK OF COMMUNICATION AUDIT SURVEYS -- 0$ THOMAS PORIER, ANALYST MAY 1471

kr

.TABLE 12

SUURCES OF INFORMATION

TOPICS RANK ORDERED POSITIVELY, WITH RE1PECT TO NEED FOR INFORMATION

00$04$0004,00440400001400$004000*******04114440$1441400.0140041140004400440000140014000044$00$44****000444$00040414000***$$$000

NELD 10E41 STATUS

RANK INDL'A INDEX JnoEx REfl3NS QUESTION FROM THE ICA COMMUNICATION AUDIT SuRvEy

1400 0400e1040140,04040400000$0$0410.040**000404404000000000$801114441004$0*******44414444444044040$0401404;4410410440044$0101400$*

I .J,062 4,20 3,49 3752 YOUR BoSS (IMMEDIATE SUPERIOR)

2 . 5,350 3.50 2.42 3,5; Toy mANAGEmENT ,

5,034' 3,85 2,,95 3!)3,6 DEPARTMENT MEETINGS AS A SOURCE OF INFORMATION

4,501 1,4m 2,70 1541 YOUR.ROSS'S SUPERIOR (S1 AS A SpuRCE OF INFORMATION

5 4,414 3,35 7.55 1544 FORMAL ANAGEMENT PRESENTATIONS AS A SouRCE OF INFORMATION

6" 4.1g5 3.hb 3.5h 3fl C3-WORKERS IN YOUR OWN UNIT OR DEPARTMENT

7 4.192 3,42 2.19 1113.7. INDIVIDUALS IN OTHER UNITS OR DEPARTMENTS IN YOUR ORGANIZATION

6 4.100 3.ID 7.0 I2.10 SUFORDINAILS AS SOURCE; OF,INFORMATION (IF APPLICABLE TO THh RESPONUENT)

'q 2.3!, ?.;4 141 I T41. OPAPFVINF (RUMOR MILL) AS A SOURC;: OF INF,NIATLIN

wititA4,1********t*A,440***iiittsmbortillowl(4$400000$000**01104#14014040600044****0000****401m000040$40004000014004$44**im

0

HE Ni0 INN; kiPISENTS E1 FJP IiFORMAIIJN VERSUS OVERLOAD, TIE LO4ER. TdE NEED INDEX, JHE.GPEATER THE TENDENCY

FOR IdFORMislION OJERLOAD.. THE HIGHER THE NEED'INDEX, THE GREATER THE NEED FOR INFORMATION ON 74T PARTICULAR TOPIC,

AS TH.: NE4D 140!1 ;,)43' 1.1);r0., A ATTENTION SHOULD dL GIVEN TO ALLOCATION OF COMMUNICATION RESOURCES

10 THi APPRUPRIAIE INFORMATIUN TOPIC,



iCA COMMUNIC.ATION Aunt --- ENTIRE 0AfA BANK OF bMMuNIC4T1(N
AUDIT SURVEYS --'0. THOMAS PORTER. ANALYST MAY'1977

Table 13 Follow pp. Action

TOPICS RANK OROEREO.FOSITIVELY WITH RESPECT:TO OESREE OF QUALITY

asaastaAaai********,044*400000till*borni**"**000+*$****04***0*****0**0044$,Also**Aosswo*********AA4*****owoss**A***4swor*Asoo)

SAmPLE NORM

4ANK PERCEN1 M1AN MEAh PERS1NS'QUESTIOq,iROM THE ICA COmMtNICATION AUDIT,SuRVEy

0*444410a***0001W47#00**P1**00A*4**i#40,0*40,01***4400000A0*044014**0444440004.4***4.1t4i$0144****4114004.4***1:*44444414404

1 53,92b"3,41 3;57 ;46 FOLLOw7uP MY SUBORDINATES

2 44,615 3,42 3,5o R66 FOLLOkP BY CO-iORKERS
, 3 45,352 1,23 ,3,50 441 FOL,LI14-UP BY THE BOSS II-MMEDIATE SUPERVISOR)
4 30,476 2,CS 3,24 784 FOLLOw-UP BY TOP MANAGEMENT
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'ICA C3MMUNICA1I04 AUDIT ENTIRE DATA BANK F COMMUNICATION AUDIT SURVEYS -- 0. THomAS PORTER, ANALYST MAY I TT

Table 15

QUALITY 6; iNIORMATION FROM SURNOINATES

ToRICS RANK,ORDERED POSITIVELY
WITH RESPE.CT TJ )EGREE,OF QUALITY

SAMPLE

lANK vERCENT. MLAN' PP;1\15 TJESIliN ckom .1-IE ICA COMMOICATION AuDIT SURVEY



IA COMMUNICATION AUDIT --- ENTIRE DATA BANK OF COMMUN1CATION'AUDIT SURVEY,S -7 D. THOMAS PORTER, ANALYST

Table 17

QUALITY jF INFORMATION FROM'JOP MANAGEMENT-1

TOPICS RANK ORDERFU, POSITIVELY WITH RESPECT TO'DEGREE OF QUALITY

MAY 1077



Table 19

Channels of Communication

Topics Rank Ordered Positively With Regard to Current Quality

Rank Percent Sample Mean Persons Question from ICA Survey

1 55.00 3.48

2 54.00 3.47

3 45.00 3.19

(The g=those feeling positvely about the topics listed above.

2014 Written (memos, letters, notices)
2005 Face-to-Face

1640 Telephone

Topics Rank Ordered Positively With Regard to Ideal Quality

1 73.00 3.96 2660 Face-to-Face
2 61.00 3.68 2213 Written (memos, letters, notices)

51.00 3.44 1866 Telephone

ics Rank Ordered PoSitivel With Res ect To Need for Information

Ran Need Index Ideal Index Status Index Persons Survey I

1 4.52 3.96 3.47 2005
3.89 3.68 3.48 2014

3 3.44 3.19 1640

Face-to-Face

Written

Telephone

The nee., index represents need for information versus overload., The
lower th need index, the greater the tendency for information overload.
The highe the index, the greater the need for information on that
particula topic. As the need index grows larger, more attention
should be -iven to allocation of communication resources to the
appropriate information topic.



ICA COMMUNICATIN AUDIT "6' DATA iANK 3F umuNicAlloii AUDIT SURVEYi 3, THOMAS ROPIER. ANAyIT MAY 17?

TOLE 20

1!'IC3 dANK JOERLD POSITIVELY IITH RENCT TO DEGREE OF UJALITY

04410#40,441o#,Wo*4.401040000Wg014;*#41#*M011,0*#*4**;*004;oolt;*0110#40#4****404001,4**;1***40)#***0***Okis***A******110*****

SAN:PLI NJRM

-RANK PERC:!iT ti,EAN 1N PPMS HUM HL ICA COMMuNICATIJN,AUDIT SUPVEY

.4140W0s4oW0441(.,..:4,4:044 4!'AO,',,o4W;44*444#4;000;4.41$0**M44***tt110:1#0.00,#0$0,4**04*t**4110114***4**00**4*$00014****1*****

1 70,425 3.9 !13 TU TI HIC H YJU LIKE IN YOUR UPGANIIATION

2 65044 30,4 3,42 ?43.i YOJ4c BES (ImILDIATL SUPERVISOR.) IS HUNEST WIN YOU

,3 65.241 3,7? ,3,11, ?+P) 0E1 12 yo41;:ri YOUR TLIST YOUR (inss (IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR)

4 63.75'd 3,74 3.10 OTP:1 YOH fP)1. NOR SUBMINAT'ES (IF APPLICABLE TO THE ).ESPONDENTI

5 63,414 3.12 '354 9E5kEE YOU TPUT YOUR CU-'4ORKERi

D3.1.41 3.7: 3,77 49IC-1 Cd-oni,ERS GET AUNG WITH EAN OTHER

7 51,J/9 I '.52 Y)U CAi LLL NUR ;JOS (IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR) 1-1E1 THINGS ARToGJING '4'0%

5tot4 3.L 109 141 1G,Ei V't A4OU ANDJRANK 4ITH OTHERS TN YOUR ORGANIZATION

9 56,125 3.t3 3.73 );SPEE TJ d9ICH YJUP ROSS (IMMEOTATE SUPERVISLIPI LISTENS TO WHO YOU HAVE 10tSAY

10 55.343 3,te.0 3,11 %161 )FGREE YOUR BOSS STRIVES TO MAINTAIN WARM AND FRIENDLY RELATIONS LITH HIS/9ER SUBORDINATES

11 3,4 1..13' Yak oDSS (IMNEJIATE SUPERVIS30 UN1ERSTANDS YOUR ,1(.B NEEDS

12, 47,3,7 3.3) 1137 ATT YOU AP FR:L I6 DISAGRE ATHYUJR itJS3 (IMMEDIATE i.PERVISUil

13 ifi.A.) 3,i? i.4f, 01L41 Yju TRUST IOR Y.AAGEMENT

14 1,f.,2 3.12 t;d la'1EmiNT IS SINCERE IN THEP C)MMUNICATION ON EMPLOYEES

lh 2.-1 3.34 1HICH ill APE INVOLVE) IN HE ACHIFVE4E115 OF YOIJ0 ORG4';1/ATIONIS GOALS

lb 2.7 P.J-1 1:r', T1 i: JJ nSS. (IMXEDIATE SUPER)ISORI PRAISES. YO:j,FOR A GOOD JJ

17 3O.i7 2.YU I.ei 1115 0A1Mt II W9IC9 Yjj HAVE 4 SAY IN DECISIONS THAT AFFECT YOU (YOUR JC4I

16 29.'1/3 2,,Th. 1,74 1117 ,ATHT l'OU HAI: INFONCt ON OPERATIONS IN YOUR UNIT OR OPARTMENT

1.9 240,o 2, 3.19 'qB rATCiT fj 491C1 DIFIENT ORn SCUPS SHARP: INFORiATI3N WIN GN NOTHER

20 20.43 1,0. 3.31 Ill YOUR EVAiURAC:..S j4Ft.i4EV,ES JC OPINION

21 17(3i- 2.4., fAuP XANIZAIT,ON Pt:OGNIZ:S AND RP.44ROJ\JUTSTANDING RERfORMANCE

THE Pi<ENT HLT POSITIVELY ABOUT THE TOPICS LISTED Alm, N 1,ERms OF DEGREE OF QUALITY
THE N:501 AII, v.-.A:q TO COM)APE YOUR ORGANliATIT+ 4I1H 1TAERS.



ICA COMMUNICATIONAUDIT ENTTE '0414 '5A1 JF UMMUNICAT IN AUDIT WRVEYS -- O. THOMAS PORTERW ANALYST

1,

T4iLr

ASAki1LA1IONA1 COmMONICATI0M, E'..LAIHNjHIPS

MPI3 :PA'R oKjE'oLD ituAIIvtLY wITH RESPEtI TD Ot'uREE DE 3JALIT1

MAY 1977

01041**44440***4,44****400$046e*Oilittio****0440041404441t0t****101010.1
$04114,10***044*******41.$0044140,44*t44**4#4**444440404144140

SAMPLE NORM

'RANK PERCENT, MEAN MEAN PERSONS OUFSTION FROm THF ICA COMNICATION AUDIT SURVEY
.

014444*4$44$441441444444t004W+44444*v4;04y0WO*010W101040004**444110444044044;4t#
*4**044044*4#4,040040******404400****W4*

I ,49.312 2.46 2.99

2 414912 2.64 3.01

3 40.581 217o 3.24

4 36.980 2.80 3.23

5 33.162 2.97 3.35

6 33.115 2.97 3.34

7 32.549 2.85 3,10

8 25.395 3.12 3.37

9 22.204 3.22 3.46

P.so 3,35 1.51

11 17.m 3.54 3.75

12 16.953 3,4 3.51

13 15.445 3,53 3,71

14 13.)49' 3,77 3.98,

13.046 3.0 3.'1

16 11d62 3.79 3.42

17 11.223 :3.(0 3.59

1.8 8.06.8 3.70 1.77

119 1.528 3.E9 3.46

, 20 5.759 3.74 3.'30

21 6.392 3.72 3,78

1791 EXTENT YOUR ORGANIZATION RECOGNIZES
AND REWARDS OUTSIANDIM0 PERFORMANCE

1521, 1FGRtE TO WHICH YOUR ORGAN IZATION ENCOURAGES DIFFERENCES OF, OPINION
1482 EXTENT Yi HAVE INELJEICF UN OPERATIONS IN YOUR UilT OP DEPARTMENT

1445 EXTENT TO WHICH YOU HAVE A, SAY (N DECISIONS THAI AFFECT YOU (YOUR JOB)

1225 EGREE Ti WHICH YOUR hOSS (IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR) PRAISE:A YOU FOR 4 GOO) JOB
1215 DEGREE TO 4H1CH ijU APE INVOLVED IN THE

ACHIEVEMENTS OE YOUR ORGANIZATION'S GOALS
1189 EXTENT Jj .WHICH OIFF1R.i.NT WORK GROUPS SHARE INEUWMATION WITH ON ANOTHER

OEGREE TOP ;TANAGEMENT IS' SINCERE IN THEIR COMMUNICATION WITH EMPLOYEES

EXTENTIO WHICH YOU TRUST 'TOP MANAGEMENT

73? EXTENT YOU APE FREE 10 DISAGREE WITH YOUR BUSS (IMMEDIATE SUPERVISop)

531 T.:CREE YOUR BOSS STRIVES TC %WAIN, WARM Alp FRIENDLY RF1ATIONS WITH 43/4FR SUBORDINATES
521 .i.xTENT TO WHICH YOU? BOSS (IMMEDIATE SURERVISOOC UNDERSTANDS

YOUR JOB NEEDS
6RA DEGREE 'TO wH1CH YOUR BOSS (IMMEDIATE SUPE9VISOR) LISTENS TO JHAT YOU HAVE Tn1S4Y,
414 YGRT-i. YOU'. T5T YGOR QSS (MOIATL S.PiRVISJO)

4'3,1 EXTENT YOU CAN TELL Y001 eOSS (IMMEDIATE ;SJPERWISI3d
WHEN THINGS ARE 0011G WRONG

432 DEGREE flUR:BOSSIIMMED1ATE SUPERVISOR( IS HONEST WITH YOU,
.

'111 DEGRFF.YOLE APE CANDI) AN) FRAM WITH OTHERi YOUR ORGANIZATION
?94 DEGREE D,wHIC-i YOuR.CO-WOkKIPS'GET ALONG .4IN EACH OTHER'

?la EXTENT fl wm1CH YOU LIKE wORKINCi IN YOUR ORGANIZAII.JN.

171 EXTENT YOu TduST YOUR 5UBUROINATES (IF APPLICA8LE TO THE, RESPONDENT)

737 DEGRE', YOu TPUT YOUR CO-WORKERS

$4404**4440$4444timilt4*4,00**0*****o*********40m****0*****4***044111444****001****Ifilt********0410401440,0************044104*

HE PERCEtjAIGURE PFPPF.SENTS, THOSE tJE;SON., 4HO FELT NEGATIVELY ABOUT THE TOPICS LISTED ABOVE, IN TERMS 6F DEGREE OF DUALITY
HE NOPM MEAN,CAN BE CONTRASTED WITH THE SAMPLE MEAN TO comoaPE rouR ORGANIZAT('ON WITH OTHERS,

.0'

)

r



!CA, camolcArioN AulT Ti DAfA 6ANK CIMMUNICATION AUDIT SURVEYS 0, THOMAS PORTER, ANALYST

fUPICS

TABLE 22
.

LIR(3ANIZATITIAL OUTCOMES,

R;,0 ORDERED POSITIVELY wITH RESPECT TO SAIISFACTIJN

MAY 1977

11041061**d*0444044404Aio***Are;ot)tt44**4****4****$*001$010*****Ot$4**004**#**441400000#0***400441$44444***4**04014
.

.

RAN(PECE.,T MEP, mEAN RE,61NS ,QUEST1ON FROM THE ICA COMMUMICAT1ON AUDIT SURVEY,

0

..17 !),fl PELAIMSHIP (S) WITH PEOPLE IN YOUR DEPARTMENT OP WOKK GROUP
4,i :! !:+41 YDR JOB

) /1..333 ,t1t1 YOU ELATIMHIP 01ITH YOUR BOSS (IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR)
4 ht"...5.,1, 3, .11 YOOR ;RSANIZATION, AS COMPARED WITH OTHER WITH wHICH YOU ARE FAMILIAR
j tothA'Jc-i PNCI4FS': 11 YOUR ORGANIZATION UP TO THIS POINT AMIN
6 vdi.50 C1uk

7 ,I.D.112 7,j 3.C. 1JRGA4[lATIGN!S CONCERN FGR ITS EMPLOtEES' AELFARE0

d 42.737 3,17 .3..1 1Ci'; YU .10tIvIUNITY 10 -MAKE A OFFERENCE TO CONTRIBUTE TO HE OVERALL SUCZESS 31 MP ORUNIZATIJN
II': .1;6:.IZTI.WS ATTEMPTS Tj 0.EP YOU INFOOPO

JO 3.1/2 3.5 !.41. (11'; hEicALL CUmmUNICATIO1 EFFORTS
11 3m.1BG 2,c :.15 YW :H:ANCES OR OPPORT,AITIES FOR GETTING 'AHEAD IA YOUR ORGANIZATION

*******04**4444,4:44 vt 4. 4W44',,4v44441,4444444,44t#44**444O*40,4,0
01#004$041444W.40**0tta44#0Fifiq***440t**0********

11E 1-E<P4T rISLIRL
-.11.;;,.; 00 FELT POnTIVELf ABOUT THE T3RI0 S LISTED ABOVE IN TWS OF SATISFACT1GN

THi.," MEAN CAN iF 0,1PAiTF0 Ii t SALE:MEAN.TO COMPARE YOUR MGANIZATION WITH OTHERS,

r'C'tJ)

1.

h
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TABLE 23.: SUMMARY OF AUDIT NORMS

.INFORMATION RECEIVED

ITEM MEAN
VERY

ST.DV. LITTLE LrrrLE SOME GREAT
VERY

GREAT

1. Progres in your job (C) 3.15 1.21 .468 599 1117 1063 529

2. " (I) 3,93 0.85 41 127 892 1712 989

3. Your job requirements (C) 3.37 1.14 275 587 975 1308 612

4 " " 394 0.92 81 147 777 1647 1079

5. nvganization policies (C) 3,04 1.20 484 749 1037 1042 422

6. " (I)" 3.91 0.92 57 181 858 1572 1052

7. Pay and benefits (0) 3,30 .1.19 354 583 941 1223 591

8.
1/41) 4.08 0.88 56 105 655 1519 1327

9. Technological changes-(C) 2.84 1.19 597 608 1112 727 272

. 10. " " (I) 3.53 1.11 203 321 996 1068 715

11. Mistakes and-failures (C) 2.59 1.17 847 855 1176 615 211

12. " " (I) 3.55 1.06 173 349 1171 1224 759

13. Row you are being judged(C)/.96 1.29 662 .709 956 910 488

14. " " (1)4.06 0.92 60 125 709 1441 1365

15. Now your problems are being
handled (C) 2,84 1.21 619 896 994 872 327

16. " " (I) 399 0.89 53 140 738 1590 1168

17. How decisioris are made (C) 2.54 1.25 987 911 883 675 252

18. " (I) 4,01 0.93 78 141 713 1485 1270

19. Promotion and advancement
opportunities (C) 2.66 1.30 . 945 791 892 734 347

20. " " (I) 3.98 0.98 92 168 738. 1386 1299

21., Program/service developments
in your organization (C) 2.88 1.17 574 772 1166 877 302

22. " " (I) 3.75 0.95 84 221 1062 1434 860

23. Now,your job'relates to
total operations, (C) 3.23 1.18 395 549 1106 1114 . 541

24. " " (I) 3.89 0.922 58 187 868 1532 1025

25. Problems mailagement.faces
in your organization (C) 2.65 1.18 .;783 855 1123 666 239

26. " " (I) 3.63 0.99 125 253 1192 ,1344 736

INFORMATION SENT

27. Reports of job progress(C) 3.07 1.22 521 602 1130 977 481

28. " " (1) 3.69 1.01 137 224 1098 1391 840

29. Complaints about your job
and/or working cond. (C) 2,71 1.31 900 789 918 701 397

30. " (I) 3.51 1.24 384 336 894 1169' 910'



TABLE 23. (CONT.)

INFORMATION SENT (CONT.)

ITEM MEAN

.
31. Requests for information

needed for your job (C) 3.14

32. " "(I) 3.71

33. Evaluations of yo=
supPriors

34. "

(C) 2.46

(I) 3.51

35. .Requests for clarification
of instructions (C) 2.92

36. " " (I) 3.48

FOLLCW-UP

37. Top thanagement 2.65

38. Immediate supervisor 3.23

39. Co-workers 3.42

40. Subordinates 3.41

SOURCES 0FLINF0INATI0N

41. Your boss (C) 3.48

42. ." 4.2C'

43. Department meetings (C) 2.95

44. " (I) 3.85

45. Individuals in other urCts
in your =ionization (C) 2.78

46. " " (I) 3.42

47. Managemenc presentation(C) 2.55

48. " " 3.35

49 Co-workers,in ypur unitn 3.55

50. " " (I) 3.86

51. The grapevine (C) 2.93

.52. " (I) 2.34

53. .Boss's superior(s) (C) 2.69

' 54. " (I) 3.48

55. Top'ma agement. (C) 2.43

56. " . n. (I) 3.49

Subo,:dinates (C) 2.98

58. " (I) 3/49

C=CURRENT I=IDEAL

VERY
ST.DV. LITTLE LITTLE SCME GREAT

VERY
GREAT

1.21 427 589 1086 952 508

1.68 197 .235 956 1337. 941

1.39 1313 631 727 530 396

1.19 291 351 1029 433 868

1.29 691 642 972 844 459

1.27 421 317 842 1135 882

1.31 729 '477 626 558 230

1.14 216 233 621 665 223

0.99 106. 172 703 723 243.

1.12 156 132 469 647 239

1.21 322 465 .860 1278 827

0.84 56 69 4f-6 1623 1518

1:27 673 606 996 952 409

0.95 104 137' 902 117,26 957

1.11 593 724 1390 717 203

1.00 167 377 1355 1215 503

1.25. 984 727 992 595 246

1.09 2b2 397 1216 1137 , 513

1.04 169 370 1042 1426 .665

0.92 81 146 1562 948'

1.15 564 458 1591 629 369

1.24 1233 750 943 405 241'

1.31 899 659 969 f49 367

1.14 283 316 1051 1166 712

1.29 .1229 703 830 50 269

1.15 276 332 1061 1101 775

1.13 197 148 499 348 88

1.13 116 1'5 388 467 241

5 9



TABLE 23 (CONT.)

QUAL'ITY OF INFORMATION -RECEIVED FROM YOUR BOSS

LITTLE SOME GREAT
VERY

GREAT.

VERY
ITEM MEAN ST,DV. LITTLE

59. Timely '3.22 1.09 328 499 1309 1140 '.426

60. Accurate 3.74 1.05 102 166 476 950 596'

61. Useful 3,64 0.98 76 15'. 629 876 406

62, Excessive 1.99 1.ir 920 446. 382 154 70

QUALITY OF INFORMATION -RECEIVED FROM SUBORDINATES

254 901 768 17263. Timeiy 3.27 0.95 121

64. Accurate 3.51 0.95 53 110 398 567 147

65. Uncful 3.59 0.95 45 108 387 592 201

66. Excessive 2.04 1.07 506 351 270 99 31

QUALITY OF INFORMATION-RECEIVED FROM CO2WORKERS

459 1424 1235 26367. Timeiy 3.26 0.97 197

68. Accurate 3.56 0.95 63 174 611 831 282

69. Useful 3.51 0.92 65 180 686 893 227

70. Exc.essive. 1.99 1.05. 787 554 398 125 46

QUALITY OF INFORMATICN-RECEIVED FROM TOP MANAGEMUT

558 1286 847 28511. Timeiy 2.93 1.15 .539

72. Aceurate 3.40 1.16 178 186 506 680 302.

73. Useful 3,15 1.15 229 274 693 572 232

74. Excessive 1.97 1.09 862

QUALITY (v. INFORMATION-RECEIVED FROM THE GRAPEVINE

'446 370 125 54

75.Timaiy 2.48 1.21 5.52 416 614 240 134

76. Accurate 2.39 1.09 520 509 638 235 59

77. Useful 2.51 1.13 480 448 673 269 90

78. Excessiv, 2.21 1,.27 796 415 389 198 137

CHANNELS OF INFORMATION

364 987 1234 77179. Face-to.,Face (C) 3:46 1.19. 344

80. "" (I) 3.96 0.93 83 '121 798 1503 1157'

81. Tel.ehpone (C) 3.19 1.19 460 473 1089 1186 454

82. " (I) 3.34 1,11 282 323 1168 1254 612

83. Written (C) 3.48 1.09 249 359 1046 1396 618

84. " (I) 3.68 0.97 129 217 1072 1475 738

C=CURRENT I=IDEAL

6 0



TABLE 23 (OONT.)

COMMUNICATION RELATIONSHIPS
VERY ,

ITEM. . MEAN ST.DV. LITTLE LITTLE SOME

85. Extent you trust yomr
boss 3.77

86. Extent your boss is
honest with yo,, 3,79

87. Extent you trust your
subordinates 3.74

88. Extent yOu trust your
co-workers 3.72

89. Extent you trust top
Management 3.22

90. Excent top management is
sincere in their communica-
tion with employees 3.12

91. Extant Co-workers get along
with each other 3.69

92. Extent diferent work groups
share information 2.85

93. Extent your organization
encourages differentec.of.
opinion 2.67

94. Extent you have a say in
decisio4 that affect you 2.78

95. Extent your boss'listens to
what you have to say 3.53

96. Extent you feel free to
disagree with your boss 3.53

97, Extent you are candid and
frank with others 3.59

98. Extent'you can tell your boss
that things are going wrong 3.67

99. Extent your boss praises you
for a good job 2.98

100. Extent your otganization
rewards performance 2.46

101: Extnnt your boss maintains
friendly relations 3.53

102. Extent you have influence on
,operations in your unit 2.76

103. Extent you are involved in
achievement of org. goal's. 2.96

104. Extent you like working for
your organization' 3.89

105. Extent Your boss understands
your job needs

. 3.43

1.16 254 230 305

1.08 170 262 .844

0.89 58 113 746

0.87 83 154 1117

1.12 369 449' oa4

1.12 391 538 1368

0.91 97 202 1067

1.02 431 759 1571

1.08 678 843 1377

1.21 717 728 1147

1.14 268 . 360 998

1.17 366 366 1202

0.98 93 198 827

1,07 178 303 954

1.23 605 621 1183

1.14. 962 .829 1212

1.16 290 347 991'

1.23 772 710 1090

1.22. 586 629' 1168

n.97 115 164 817

1.08 247 374 1205

6 1

GREAT
VERY
.GREAT

124- 1178

1338 1100

1127 486

1721 . 633

1080 452

990 376

1706 634

711 182

579 152

816 209

1289 791

1086 651

1033 452

1377 875

863 425

462 167

1217 846

771 309

894 392

1521 1089

'1228 609



TABLE 23 (CONT.)

SATISFACTION WITH'ORGANIZATIONAL OUTCCNES
VERY SOME FAIRLY VERY
DISSATADISSAT NEITH.'SATIS SATIS.ITEM MEAN ST.DV.

106. Your relationships with
people in your unit 4.10 0.94 77 221 3501 1651 1392

107. Your rclationship with
your boss 3.88 1.17 202 368 474 1283 1380

108. your job 4.02 1.02 103 280 405 1543 1350

109. Your organization, as compared
with others which you know 3.62 1.16 194 482 715 1225 919

110. Your pay 3.24 1.25 403 734 617 1303 560

111. Your progreei in 'Your organization
up to this point 3.54 1.85 244 539 663 1370 841

112. your opportunities for getting
ahead in your organization 2.97 1,26 572 . 788 . 889 928 461

113. your organization's attempts
to keep you informad 3.04 1.19 433 845 889 1089 392

114. Your organization's overall
communication efforts 3.02 1.16 420 848 951 1101 340

115 your opportunity to make a
difference in you org. 3.16 1.15 360 622 1068 11a4 406

116 Your organization's concern
for employees' welfare 3.18 1.25 458 652 865 1129 561


